The main goal of the paper was to determine local institutions (organizations) 
Introduction
The institutional environment plays a fundamental role in the modernisation of agriculture. The institutional system has a vital impact on the transformation processes of this sector. At the same time, within the institutional system, the literature draws attention to the importance of local institutions which, due to close contact with the farmer, have the opportunity to intensively influence their behaviour in the modernisation of farms (Czudec, Kata, Miś and Zając, 2008) . Their influence on the efficiency of the process of modernisation of agriculture manifests itself mainly in Zając, 2009) : -the possibility of obtaining information, knowledge, experience and know-how; -improvement of the process of adjusting to changing farming conditions, both in the market and legal area; -higher level of participation in the re-transfer of income within the framework of solutions applied in the area of agricultural policy, in particular the European Union Common Agricultural Policy (EU CAP); -engaging in effective market activity; -the possibility of limiting the risk of management; -being conducive to obtaining financial resources for development; -improved access to the land market; -achievement of progress in agricultural activity; -access to information; -reduction in transaction costs.
The lack of certain institutions or their weakness significantly limits the possibilities of structural changes and development of agriculture. Institutions, especially local institutions -organisations within the meaning of the new institutional economicsoperating in the immediate environment of agriculture, can significantly determine the efficiency of the process of modernisation of agriculture. Their impact should be reflected in efficiency changes (taking over of economic rent) but also taking over of political rent (related to participation in support instruments under the EU CAP). In the aspect of changes in agriculture, the role of the institutional environment in inspiring and helping farmers in applying for the EU funds under the CAP successfully takes on particular importance. In this area of cooperation between farmers and institutions, the possibilities of participation in the so-called political rent are particularly important. However, this requires an active attitude of the farmer, both in the economic area and in the area of relations with institutions. On the other hand, the disability of institutions, despite the active attitude of a farmer, can be a serious barrier limiting the development of agriculture. In addition, barriers hindering and reducing farmers' cooperation with the institutional environment generate unnecessary transaction costs. The identification of administrative barriers and the level of transaction costs allows for assessing the effectiveness of the applied agricultural policy instruments. Moreover, it allows for eliminating barriers which is an important element limiting transaction costs and contributing to accelerating the pace of implementation of agricultural development support instruments and maximising the results obtained.
Research objective, materials and methodology
The purpose of the work was to determine the role of local organisations and assess the level of private transaction costs incurred by beneficiaries of public aid related to the modernisation of farms.
The basic source of information used in the research was empirical data collected on the basis of an interview questionnaire among randomly selected farms. Due to the fact that production investments are of particular importance in the process of modernisation of farms, the subject of research were farms meeting the following criteria: -farms that modernised the production workshop by incurring capital expenditures on tangible fixed assets in 2004-2008, - The research was carried out in the Podkarpackie Voivodeship. In the voivodeship selected for the research, there were 482 farms which benefited from the investment subsidy under the SOP Restructuring and modernisation of the food sector and rural development [2004] [2005] [2006] . The choice of Measure 1.1 Investments on farms from among all the EU CAP instruments was based on the fact that this measure was focused directly on the modernisation of agriculture and constituted a significant share within the framework of the SOP Agriculture [2004] [2005] [2006] . In the research 129 farms were selected (with a 95% confidence level, such a sample gives an estimation error of 3.2%) at random (simple random sampling -random sampling without replacement). A study was carried out on selected farms in 2012 using an interview questionnaire on the organisation of farms, economic results obtained, evaluation of completed investments, as well as farmers' relations with local institutions of the agricultural environment and the level of transaction costs. The analysis covered the period between 2004 and 2011.
The subject of research were the relations of farmers with local institutions of the agricultural environment and the level of private transaction costs related to the investment subsidies obtained as part of Measure 1.1 Investments on farms of the SOP Agriculture 2004-2006. The research assumed that local institutions are those located close to agriculture and having a direct contact with farmers, interacting directly with farmers and shaping specific conditions for the operation of farms (Czudec et al., 2008) . Due to such an approach to the perception of local institutions, the concept of institutions was undestood as formal local organisations. The research does not take into account legal norms, rules and procedures, behavioural patterns, and ways of thinking which are included in the category of institutions by the economy through institutional trends.
The research assessed the level of private transaction costs related to the received public aid in investment activity. Measurement of transaction costs is complicated and coupled with considerable difficulties. As emphasised by Daniłowska (2007) , the absolute level of transaction costs alone is not important but what is vital is the relative ranking of transaction costs related to organisational differences and contractual choices. As indicated by Drygas (2011) , there are four main factors affecting the volume of transaction costs incurred by applicants for the EU support. These are: legibility of the EU legislation on the CAP in national legislation, efficiency of public administration responsible for the implementation of programmes, efficiency of beneficiaries' service, and differences in organisational structures in individual countries. These factors are immeasurable, difficult to quantify, which makes it impossible to precisely measure them. This results in the need to estimate them. The assessment of the level of transaction costs borne by the beneficiaries in the research was made based on information obtained from farmers in the framework of the interview conducted with the use of a questionnaire. Transaction costs refer to all costs incurred by the parties to the contract related to its conclusion and execution. They include: -costs of searching for and obtaining information about the possibility of concluding a contract; -costs of negotiating terms of the contract; in the case of aid programmes, these are costs associated with the preparation of documentation necessary to obtain support (potential beneficiaries); -costs of controlling and executing the terms of the contract.
The following variables were selected to estimate the level of transaction costs: -the number of visits to institutions to obtain financial assistance; -distance from the institutions with which the farmer cooperated in order to obtain financial assistance; -the cost of commuting related to the assistance received (PLN) (value estimated by the farmer), time devoted to obtaining and accounting for financial assistance expressed in the number of hours (number of hours estimated by the farmer); -the cost of documentation and filling out the application (PLN).
Some variables were quantitative and some were expressed in money. The costs estimated this way were compared to the value of public aid received in investment activities in the framework of the SOP 2004-2006, Measure 1.1 Investments on farms. In the research, total value of transaction costs incurred by farmers was estimated by summing up the costs of commuting, costs related to time spent on obtaining and accounting for the received assistance, as well as costs of documentation and completing the application. Costs related to the time allocated were calculated as the product of the average net salary in the national economy per one hour of work and the number of hours devoted by the farmer. This way, the estimated transaction costs allowed capturing the relation of transaction costs between the studied objects. The solution adopted is a significant simplification of the analysis of transaction costs, but as Daniłowska (2007) points out, such a method is characterised by comprehensiveness, relative simplicity, relatively low costs of obtaining and processing this information.
The studied farms were divided into five groups according to the value of completed investments. One of the methods of cluster analysis -k-means clustering, belonging to non-hierarchical methods, was used to divide farms. This method, for a number of clusters determined in advance, groups variables so that the clusters are as homogeneous as possible and at the same time differ from each other to the maximum. Thus, this method seeks to obtain the most significant results of the analysis of variance. The number and structure of farms with division into particular groups is presented in Table 1 , while the border values of capital expenditures in individual groups of farms studied are presented in Table 3 . In order to determine the variation of the analysed variables in the studied farms divided by the level of capital expenditures, the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test of variance was used. The Wilcoxon test was used to assess the non-accidental nature of changes in selected variables over time.
Research results
The process of modernisation of agriculture and the fact that it is closely related to the need to complete production investments often leads to structural changes. The scope of these changes may vary. They may be superficial, but these are also major changes leading to the emergence of a new reality. They concern many aspects and, above all, equipment in production factors.
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In the studied farms, the average utilised agricultural area in 2004 was 36.6 ha, and in 2011 it was 44% larger (Table 2) , and these differences were statistically significant (the value of p of the Wilcoxon matched-pairs test for the variables "Utilised agricultural area in 2004" and "Utilised agricultural area in 2011" was 0.0000). It is worth noting that in all the groups of farms studied over the analysed period, the utilised agricultural area increased (only in the group of farms with a very high level of investment this change was not statistically significant). This points to the fact that possibilities of increasing production potential are of key importance in the process of modernisation of farms. In this context, institutional solutions improving the functioning of the land market in Poland, especially in the field of land lease, should also be sought. The significance of the lease is indicated by a relatively large share of this form of land possession in the ownership structure of utilised agricultural areas. In 2004, it was 33.6%, while in 2011 it was 36.4%. The share of lease on farms with very low, low and average level of investment increased, while on farms with the highest level of investment it decreased (Table 2 ). This was due to the fact that farms with a high and very high level of investment rather tended to increase own land resources by purchasing land so far leased. This strategy allows increasing the stability of management compared to the lease, but it causes a greater financial burden related to the investment in the purchase of land. The ability of farms to make an effort to modernise the production workshop largely depends on their production potential and economic strength. One of the main barriers to development and modernisation of farms is the small scale of production. Large farms adopt new technologies faster and easier. They also have easier access to them due to greater opportunities to use external sources of funding (Carter, 1988) . In addition, larger farms have the potential to fully use modern production techniques, and farmers managing larger farms are able to accept higher investment risk and can afford the costs of an experiment with new production technology (Barrett, Carter and Timmer, 2010) . 
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The investments completed on farms result not only in the increase in production potential, but also changes in the relations of production factors, i.e. the type of production techniques used. In the conditions of a fast increase in labour costs compared to other production factors (Runowski and Ziętara, 2011) , it becomes necessary to implement labour-saving production techniques resulting in an increase in the relation of capital to labour. Analysing changes which took place in the studied farms, one can notice a decrease in the number of annual work units per 100 ha of utilised agricultural area and an increase in the technical equipment of labour and technical equipment of land (Table 2 ). These changes were statistically significant except for the change in the number of annual work units per 100 ha of UAA on farms with an average (p=0.4386) and very high (p=0.5002) level of investment. Changes regarding the relations of production factors which occurred in the studied farms should be considered beneficial.
On the analysed farms, the value of investments carried out in 2004-2011 was at the level of PLN 515.8 thousand ( Table 3) . As regards the assessment of the value of capital expenditures on farms divided by the level of investment, the differences between groups of farms were statistically significant (Table 3) . On farms with a very high level of capital expenditures, the value of investment was 19.7 times higher than on farms with a very low level of investment. There were also statistically significant differences between all analysed groups of farms (Table 1 in the  Annex) . This data indicates a large scale of diversification of investment activity of the studied farms. In the case of the value of capital expenditures per one annual work unit, comparison of farms with very small and very high level of investment indicates that the differences were significant -over 11.3 times ( Table 3 ). The statistical analysis shows that statistically significant differences in the level of this indicator were not found in the case of farms with an average and low, as well as average and high and very high level of investment and in the case of farms with a high and very high level of capital expenditures (Table 2 in the Annex). This points to the fact that on farms with a higher level of completed investments, substitution of labour with capital occurred to a greater extent than on farms with a lower level of investment. In turn, when analysing the value of capital expenditures per 1 ha of utilised agricultural area (Table 3) , the level of completed investments was statistically significantly different between the specified groups of farms (Kruskal-Wallis test p=0.0000). At the same time, statistically significant differences were noted between farms with a very low level of investment and those with an average and high level of investment, as well as between farms with a low level of investment and those with an average and high level of investment (Table 3 in the Annex). It is worth noting that on farms with a very high level of completed investments, this indicator did not differ significantly from other groups. This is due to the fact that despite a significant level of investment in this group of farms, these were also farms characterised by a much larger utilised agricultural area which resulted in a smaller increase in technical equipment of land. When analysing the type of completed investments, it was found that they concerned mainly machinery and equipment as well as tractors (Table 4 ). The advantage of these investments over others results from the fact that these investments bear less risk due to their mobile nature. They are characterised by a higher degree of reversibility and higher degree of liquidity. In the case of the analysis of the type structure of the completed investments on farms diversified in terms of the level of capital expenditures, some differences can be noticed (Table 4) . On farms with a very high level of investment, purchase of land had the largest share in capital expenditures, while on farms with an average level of investment these were buildings and structures, and on farms with very low level of investment, investments in tractors dominated (Table 4) . The analysis of the sources financing investments on the studied farms indicates a significance of public financial support in investment activity. Equity had the greatest importance in financing investment in the analysed farms (39.1%), followed by funds obtained from the EU support funds (33.77%), preferential loans (15.7%), commercial loans (11.23%) and loans (0.2%) ( Table 5 ). While analysing the sources of financing investment activities on farms divided by the level of completed investments (Table 5) , it can be noticed that the significance of the EU support funds decreased with the increase in the level of investment (in the group of farms with a very low level of investment, it was 45.28% of the value of capital expenditures, with a low level -41.64%, average level -34.55%, high -34.04%, and very high -20.2%). This was partly due to the limits for aid for a single farm which, especially on farms which completed large investments, limited the possibility of financing investments from this source. However, it is also worth noting that on farms with the highest level of investment, the share of preferential loans in financing investments was greater than in other groups. This may be related to the type of investments completed (Table 4 ). In this group of farms, dominating investments were those in land the purchase of which could be financed under preferential credit lines or liabilities could be spread over instalments when buying land so far leased from the Agricultural Property Agency. The institutional system constituting a group of institutions and organisations supporting market processes is the essential element of the environment of the agriculture. Nowadays, agriculture cannot function efficiently without institutions. Thanks to institutions, the benefits of business activity increase as they coordinate behaviours, reduce the risk of management, regulate the principles of interpersonal contacts and create better conditions for development of business entities (Czudec et al., 2008) . In the literature, the institutional system is divided into "norms," "markets" and "organisations". Norms mean legislation, defining the principles of functioning of the economy, concluding contracts and enforcing them. With regard to markets, the following are taken into account: financial market, labour market and market for goods and services, in the sense of infrastructure enabling connections with these markets and increasing the mobility of production factors being the subject of transactions concluded there. The category of organisations concerns mainly institutions distinguished according to various criteria, e.g. legal norms, both governmental and non-governmental organisations fulfilling various functions and tasks in the society and the economy, including in agriculture and in rural areas. Properly prepared institutions are a prerequisite for improving competitiveness of the Polish agriculture as well as for obtaining financial resources from administrative and political structures, especially funds needed for restructuring and modernisation (Czudec et al., 2008; Czyżewski and Matuszczak, 2008; Miś, 2008) .
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Institutions which can support transformation processes in agriculture at the local level include (Czudec et al., 2008) : -local authorities, -institutions of basic markets, i.e. financial, insurance and labour markets, -agricultural self-government organisations, -agricultural unions, associations and industry organisations, -organisations in the field of agricultural advisory, both private and public. 
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In own research, the assessment of cooperation of the studied farms with the institutional environment allowed noticing that the most important institution for the farmers with which they cooperated was the Agricultural Advisory Centre (AAC) ( Table 6 ). This data indicates that the AACs play a significant role as an institution supporting modernisation processes on farms. In all farms, irrespective of the level of completed investments, the AAC played an important role in obtaining support funds from the EU. Similar results were also obtained in the studies by Czudec and co-authors (2008) and by Czubak and Sadowski (2010) . This indicates that in the process of obtaining public funds farmers have a great trust in public agricultural consultancy, much greater than in private consulting companies. Only 4.6% of farmers indicated the use of services of private entities. A significant role in the process of modernisation of agriculture is also played by institutions responsible for the penetration of progress and its adaptation. According to own research, the AACs play an important role in this case as well. The services of this organisation are used by farmers primarily in the field of consulting in making investment decisions, seeking information about technical innovations or implementing new technologies (Table 6 ). In addition to the AACs, the role of enterprises providing resources for agricultural production is also noticeable in the area of progress adaptation. Moreover, farmers are also looking for information on their own, using contemporary mass media, especially the Internet.
The intensity of relations between farmers and local organisations also proves the importance of these organisations in the process of modernisation of farms. The possibility of benefiting from cooperation with organisations largely depends on the farmers' willingness to make contacts and start cooperation. Data on the intensity of farmers' relations with the institutional environment confirms the importance of the AACs in the process of modernisation of farms. Farmers maintained the most intensive relations with the AAC, followed by communal offices, ARMA and banks (Table 7) . High level of intensity of relations with these organisations resulted from the fact that they are of great importance in the process of raising funds for investment activities and having information about these funds. It is also worth noting that the level of completed investments did not have a statistically significant impact on the level of contacts between farmers and these institutions. Statistically significant differences in relations between groups of farms divided this way were noted only in the case of local organisations, such as the Agricultural Property Agency (APA) and the Agricultural Chamber. In the case of the APA, the intensity of relations was statistically significantly higher on farms with a high and very high level of investment than on farms with a low level ( Table 4 in the Annex). On farms with a high and very high level of investment, the utilised agricultural area increased and the share of the lease in the ownership structure of UAA decreased (Table 2) , which was related to investment in land purchase and the necessity of contacts with the APA. This indicates great importance of this organisation in development of farms and limiting the imperfections of the land market related mainly to its immobility. The APA should be included among institutions which increase liquidity and adaptability of production factors. In turn, in the case of the
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Agricultural Chamber, statistically significant differences in the intensity of relations occurred between very large farms and very small and small farms (Table 5 in the Annex). At the same time, farmers did not indicate a significant level of intensity of relations with agricultural self-government (Table 7) .
In own research, farmers also expressed their opinions on the importance of individual institutions in the process of modernisation of farms (Table 8 ). In the opinion of the studied farmers, the AACs and ARMA, followed by banks, played the largest role in the process of modernisation of agriculture. This means institutions which belong to the group of institutions supporting farmers in the absorption of the EU funds (the AACs and ARMA) and financial institutions facilitating access to capital. Institutions which mediate in farmers' participation in the EU funds are of particular importance in the aspect of modernisation of agriculture. The research indicated that the AACs were the main institution successfully implementing this type of task. This group also includes ARMA, which is a paying agency for the EU programmes. Farmers who want to benefit from the EU CAP instruments must have frequent contacts with this institution. In the case of the analysis of the obtained assessments, depending on the level of investment (Table  8) , the highest scores in all groups of farms were also obtained by the AACs, and these assessments were not statistically significantly diverse. This underlines the importance of this organisation in the possibilities of efficient and effective access to diverse groups of farms. Statistically significant impact of the level of completed investments was noted in the case of farmers' assessments regarding ARMA, the agri-food industry and industry organisations. In the case of ARMA, statistically significant differences in assessments were recorded only between farms with a low and average level of investment (Table 6 in the Annex), while in the case of the agri-food industry, the assessments varied between farms with a very low, average and high level of investment (Table 7 in the Annex). In the case of industry organisations, statistically significant differences in assessments occurred only between two groups of farms -with a low and very high level of investment (Table 8 in the Annex). At the same time, the importance of industry organisations, according to farmers, was assessed low. Maintaining relations with paying agencies, agricultural advisory entities, local government and financial institutions is obligatory or brings measurable benefits. It is in the case of industry organisations, associations, scientific institutions that these relations do not bring farmers direct material benefits in the short term (Czudec et al., 2008) . However, it should be emphasised that these relations are important in the process of development of agriculture, especially in the field of access to knowledge, information and experience, i.e. improvement of human capital, which is currently the main element of success in the process of modernisation of farms. Farmers' relations with the institutional environment may be disrupted or even not occur as a result of the existence of a number of barriers (limitations) in this respect. They may be related to the institutional environment or be on the side of the farmers themselves (Czudec et al., 2008) . In the case of limitations on the institutional side, these are mainly factors related to inefficiency of institutional structures, mismatch of their actions to the needs of farms and evolving socio-economic reality, excessive conservatism and focus on own interest, etc. On the other hand, on the farmer's side, there are limitations resulting from the psychosocial features of farm users. In particular, the quality of the relations between the farmer and the institutional environment is influenced by features of farmers, such as their level of education, professional preparation, participation in courses and training, openness to cooperation and new solutions, readiness for change, trust in others. Other factors are related to the production potential of an farm (utilised agricultural area, production volume, economic results, financial situation, market position, development stage of the farm, etc.) and organisational features of the farm (access to the Internet, direction of production, degree of specialisation, degree of connection with the environment, etc.).
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The surveyed respondents as the most important barrier to cooperation with local institutions pointed to barriers on the side of institutions, such as: high costs of services (mainly commercial services) and difficult access to institutions (especially long distance, but also opening hours and absence of some institutions in rural areas), which can also determine the costs of using even non-commercial services, and the lack of cooperation offer (Table 9 ). However, it is noteworthy that farmers had access to information on the assistance offered by the institutions and a small percentage of farmers pointed to the low quality of the assistance offered. Only 9.3% of farmers indicated lack of experience in contacts with institutions, and for 27.1% of farmers there were no barriers to cooperation. This indicates high competence and experience of farmers in establishing cooperation with various entities of the institutional environment. This is the result of functioning within the framework of the EU CAP and the need to maintain regular relations with institutions. The analysis of farmers' responses according to the criterion of the level of completed investments indicated that the largest number of barriers in cooperation with institutions was recorded in the group of farms with a high and very low level of investment (Table 9 ). In the remaining groups of farms a much larger percentage of farmers pointed to the lack of barriers. It is also worth noting that on the farms with the highest level of completed investments, the largest number of farmers pointed to the high costs of using the services. This may be due to the fact that this group of farms used private consulting in obtaining funds from the European Union the most often. Moreover, in this group the percentage of farmers indicating low quality of the offer and lack of incentive to cooperate with the institution was the highest. According to Wieliczko (2010) , identification of administrative barriers of the EU CAP is a key issue affecting the efficiency of implementation of agricultural policy instruments, but also determines the level of transaction costs both on the part of beneficiaries and the state administration. Drygas (2011), examining the level of transaction costs borne by ARMA, pointing to factors affecting the reduction or increase of transaction costs and administrative barriers, lists the complexity and extensive nature of the institutional system involved in the implementation of the EU support programmes, still extensive bureaucracy of implementation procedures, verbal simplification with the actual pursuit of imposing larger and larger commitments on the beneficiaries, not the best communication on the line beneficiary -institutions, generating additional, sometimes unnecessary transaction costs, in principle the adoption of the "lack of trust" towards the beneficiaries -also often generating unnecessary transaction costs, and still too little willingness to innovation and the use of information technology. In the light of this information, the identification of the level and scale of transaction costs and administrative barriers allows assessing the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the policy supporting development of agriculture. Elimination of barriers to cooperation between beneficiaries of support and institutions is an important condition for reduction of transaction costs, but it also contributes to accelerating the pace of implementation of support programmes and maximisation of the scale of achieved effects.
Neoclassical economics assumes that transaction costs associated with market transactions amount to zero. A conclusion which follows is that institutional framework conditions are irrelevant to the economic process, institutions are neutral in terms of allocation. However, real decision-making entities -as opposed to hypothetical ones, characteristic of neoclassical economics -always operate inefficiently which results from the asymmetry of information and the tendency to make mistakes. Transaction costs are the result of this inefficiency (Lowsz, 2003) . It is possible to distinguish several types of transaction costs borne by entities operating on the market, related to the concluded transactions, which mainly consist in the costs of seeking information about possible partners, their offer, concluding a transaction and monitoring its implementation. The use of support as part of the instruments provided for in the EU CAP is associated with the occurrence of transaction costs both on the part of support beneficiaries and public institutions involved in the implementation of these measures. Considering high complexity of the institutional system related to the EU CAP instruments, the level of transaction costs can be significant in relation to the funds available for distribution (Drygas, 2011) . From the point of view of the public interest but also considering the effectiveness of the implemented agricultural policy, the scale of transaction costs borne by the state is important. In turn, transaction costs incurred by the applicants for subsidies determine the attractiveness of individual measures (Wieliczko, 2010) .
The transaction costs of the agricultural sector support policy can be divided into two main groups depending on the entity incurring them: public and private transaction costs. Public transaction costs are costs related to the implementation of specific measures as well as initial and final costs related to research and information, project preparation, consensus building and evaluation. On the other hand, private transaction costs are borne by the participants: farmers and agricultural organisations, and in the case of farmers related mainly to costs of filling out applications, while in the case of agricultural organisations these are costs related to lobbying, training, administrative support, etc. (Wieliczko, 2010) . However, as emphasised by Daniłowska (2007) , there is a difficulty in translating the concept of transaction costs into acceptable measurement standards. The operationalisation of the concept of transaction costs is difficult and problematic, because they occur together with the production costs and are at least partly determined by similar factors. The level of transaction costs (being the sum of costs of commuting, the cost of time spent to obtain and account for assistance, costs of documentation and filling out the application) incurred by the studied farmers was 1.08% in relation to the received public aid. Costs related to documentation and filling out applications had the largest share in transaction costs estimated this way. While analysing the level of private transaction costs on farms divided by the level of completed investments, it was found that the highest level of transaction costs was recorded on farms with the lowest level of investment (Table 10) . Differences in the level of transaction costs between groups of farms distinguished this way were statistically significant (Kruskal-Wallis test p=0.0000), while the main differences are observed between the group of farms with a very low level of completed investments and the remaining groups of farms ( Table 9 in the Annex). Performed analysis indicates that the level of private transaction costs incurred by the beneficiaries in relation to the value of aid received is low (when compared, for example, to interest on investment loans) and should not constitute a barrier to applying for the EU support funds.
Summary
Conducted research allowed formulating the following summary statements: 1. Institutions, especially local institutions (organisations) which help implementing innovative solutions, adapting farms to the requirements of the environment and indicating the possibility of obtaining financial resources, are of particular importance in inspiring and stimulating the process of modernisation of agriculture. In the opinion of the studied farmers, the AACs and ARMA were the most important in the process of modernisation of farms. High costs of using the services of local organisations and hindered access to the institutions turned out to be the main barriers in cooperation with them. The elimination of administrative barriers should be considered one of the most important elements favouring the reduction of transaction costs and the improvement of the effectiveness and scale of coverage of the implemented programmes. 2. The level of private transaction costs incurred by farmers compared to the subsidies obtained was low and should not constitute a barrier to obtaining public aid in the modernisation of farms. On farms with a lower value of completed investments, it was at a higher level than in other groups of farms, and even in this group of farms the share of private transaction costs in the value of the subsidy obtained was low. Costs related to documentation and filling out applications had the largest share in the structure of estimated private transaction costs. Source: own research. Source: own research. 
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